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for the efforts they are willing to un-
dertake. We wish to promote economic 
growth by reducing the tax burden on 
hard-working Americans and essen-
tially telling the American people, we 
believe in you, we trust you, and we 
want you to keep more of your hard-
earned money in your pockets, so you 
are allowed to spend that on your fami-
lies, on your education, on your vaca-
tion, on your car, making that mort-
gage payment, buying the new washing 
machine.

Because ultimately it is not about, 
well, we are going to destroy this pro-
gram or destroy that program. No, it is 
about reminding folks what is impor-
tant: to protect and strengthen social 
security and Medicare, to strengthen 
our national defense, and so many 
other vital programs that are critical 
to our Nation. 

But when we are confronted with a 
projected $3 trillion budget surplus 
generated by the American people, who 
are working hard every single day, I do 
not believe, nor do I think it is unfair, 
but in fact I think it is not right unless 
we give a portion of that money back 
to the people who earned it. 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take my 5 min-
utes at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

THE MEANING OF COMPAS-
SIONATE CONSERVATISM: CUT-
TING FUNDING FOR AMERICA’S 
VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. FILNER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FILNER. Madam Speaker, I be-
lieve I have discovered the meaning of 
compassionate conservatism, at least 
as defined by the congressional Repub-
licans. It is conservative to cut funding 
for the critical needs of our Nation’s 
veterans, and it is compassionate to 
use that money for pork projects for 
congressional people in exchange for 
their votes. 

At least that is the definition implied 
by the VA–HUD–Independent Agencies 
appropriations bill which was crafted 
by the Republican majority in its sub-
committee earlier this week. 

As the Washington Post reported yes-
terday, this pending bill is chock full of 
pork, 215 provisions funding a host of 
projects and activities that have little 
or nothing to do with veterans or hous-
ing, or the other concerns that this bill 
is supposed to address. 

Madam Speaker, the gentleman just 
before me spoke of returning the sur-

plus to people. What we are doing here 
is returning that surplus in pork 
projects to the majority Congress-
people.

As one who has joined our veterans 
throughout the Nation in advocating 
for the past many months for addi-
tional funding in the veterans budget, I 
am frustrated, appalled, shocked, and 
angry at this turn of events. 

Our veterans must wait for months 
to see a doctor, but we fund the pork 
project of a machine aimed at growing 
plants in space. A Virginia doctor in 
Kentucky was authorized to provide 
care for only 35 of the 500 veterans suf-
fering from Hepatitis C, a disease that 
is often fatal, but we fund the pork 
project of ship bottom painting. 

Last year we fought to pass legisla-
tion to provide health care for Persian 
Gulf veterans suffering from 
undiagnosed illnesses. We now have no 
funding to absorb these additional vet-
erans in VA medical facilities, but we 
are funding the pork project of re-
search into windstorms. One-third of 
our homeless are veterans who served 
their Nation. We need services to help 
them get off the streets and back into 
productive lives. But instead, Madam 
Speaker, we fund a pork project for 
studying the impact of temperatures 
on living organisms. 

We are discharging veterans every 
day who are Alzheimer’s patients, but 
we fund three separate pork projects 
worth $11.5 million in the district of 
our Speaker of the House. 

Some of these projects may be wor-
thy, especially in the abstract. But 
then Congress should fund them openly 
and honestly and above board. Sneak-
ing them into a bill that should include 
$2 billion more for veterans just to 
keep the services we are providing 
today afloat is dishonest, it is an insult 
to the men and women who served our 
Nation in battle. 

Is that what compassionate conserv-
atism is all about: We cut veterans, but 
we hand out pork? 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to reject this bill next week, 
and adequately fund the health needs 
of our Nation’s veterans. I yield back 
whatever rationality exists in this 
House.

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE BUDGET REGARDING RE-
VISIONS TO THE BUDGET AG-
GREGATES AND RECONCILIATION 
INSTRUCTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Speaker, pursuant to 
Sec. 211 of H. Con. Res. 68, I hereby submit 
for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD re-
visions to the budget aggregates and reconcili-
ation instructions. The aggregate level of rev-

enue for fiscal year 2000 is reduced by 
$14,398,000,000. This will change the rec-
ommended level of revenue for fiscal year 
2000 to $1,393,684,000,000. 

In addition, the revenue reduction reconciled 
to the Committee on Ways and Means in H. 
Con. Res. 68 is increased by $14,398,000,000 
for fiscal year 2000, the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2004, and the period of fiscal 
years 2000 through 2009. This will change the 
amounts reconciled to the Committee on 
Ways and Means in Sec. 105 of H. Con. Res. 
68 to $14,398,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, 
$156,713,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2004, and $792,266,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 2000 through 2009. 

Questions may be directed to Art Sauer or 
Jim Bates.
COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COM-

MITTEE ON THE BUDGET REGARDING STATUS REPORT 
ON CURRENT LEVELS OF ON-BUDGET SPENDING AND 
REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 AND FOR THE 10-
YEAR PERIOD OF FISCAL YEAR 2000 THROUGH FISCAL 
YEAR 2004

Mr. KASICH. Madam Speaker, to facilitate 
application of sections 302 and 311 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, I am transmitting a 
status report on the current levels of on-budg-
et spending and revenues for fiscal year 2000 
and for the 10-year period of fiscal year 2000 
through fiscal year 2004. 

The term ‘‘current level’’ refers to the 
amounts of spending and revenues estimated 
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted or 
awaiting the President’s signature as of July 
21, 1999. 

The first table in the report compares the 
current level of total budget authority, outlays, 
and revenues with the aggregate levels set by 
H. Con. Res. 68. This comparison is needed 
to implement section 311(a) of the Budget Act, 
which creates a point of order against meas-
ures that would breach the budget resolution’s 
aggregate levels. The table does not show 
budget authority and outlays for years after fis-
cal year 2000 because appropriations for 
those years have not yet been considered. 

The second table compares the current lev-
els of budget authority and outlays of each di-
rect spending committee with the ‘‘section 
302(a)’’ allocations for discretionary action 
made under H. Con. Res. 68 and for fiscal 
year 2000 and fiscal years 2000 through 2004. 
‘‘Discretionary action’’ refers to legislation en-
acted after adoption of the budget resolution. 
This comparison is needed to implement sec-
tion 302(f) of the Budget Act, which creates a 
point of order against measures that would 
breach the section 302(a) discretionary action 
allocation of new budget authority or entitle-
ment authority for the committee that reported 
the measure. It is also needed to implement 
section 311(b), which exempts committees 
that comply with their allocations from the 
point of order under section 311(a). 

The third table compares the current levels 
of discretionary appropriations for fiscal year 
2000 with the revised ‘‘section 302(b)’’ sub-al-
locations of discretionary budget authority and 
outlays among Appropriations subcommittees. 
This comparison is also needed to implement 
section 302(f) of the Budget Act, because the 
point of order under that section also applies 
to measures that would breach the applicable 
section 302(b) sub-allocation. 
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